ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION
Speakers always endeavour to contribute meaningful and productive utterances when they partake in conversations in order to sustain communication in a smooth manner. It is in the same spirit that listeners assume their conversational partners have the same beliefs as they do. This analysis of how conversation works is what Grice (1975a) describes as endowed in the now famous Cooperative Principle. This cooperative principle contains four categories, which are formulated as basic rules or maxim of conversation-a set of norms which language users adhere to in order to uphold the effectiveness and efficiency of communication (Hatim & Mason, 1990) . The four maxims are maxim of quantity, quality, relevance, and manner to which conversation participants must adhere to.
In everyday communication, the conversational situation is not always ideal and that is why the maxims are often not fully observed which often lead to misunderstanding and unreliable exchange of ideas. Moreover, violations on these maxims occur in different fields -may it be on Facebook conversation (Hanifah, 2013) , in movie scripts (Zuriatmo, Yanti, & Rina, 2014) , and in classroom setting (Kamila, 2014) to mention a few. Studies in these fields describe how maxims are violated and for what purpose they are violated.
This study investigated the violations on maxims in court proceedings with Grice's Cooperative Principles as a theoretical lens for the data analysis. It paid special attention to criminal cases and focused on Transcript of Stenographic Notes (TSN) which featured the discourse among parties like lawyer and plaintiff in a particular court case. The research questions examined in this study are:
i. What maxims are violated in court proceedings?; and ii. How maxims are violated?
LITERATURE REVIEW

Court Proceedings
Court proceedings or court trial refers to the activity in court, which seeks to invoke the power of a tribunal in order to enforce a law. It includes presentation of evidence, hearing testimonies of both parties, discourse between witnesses/defendants and interrogators, and the promulgation of decision.
Court proceedings presents analysis on legal language used in the courtroom settings (Coulthard & Johnson, 2007) . It focuses on legal language as object, process and instrument (Stygall, 1994) with which as object, legal language foregrounds its tenacity with structure and linguistic features. As process, it takes up analysis by examining the interaction in which legal language is used and by explaining how legal language functions to create and maintain institutional power. As instrument, it observes legal language as means through which a social goal is accomplished. Moreover, it highlights legal language in enabling and reporting contexts (Matthiessen & Halliday, 2009 ). In enabling contexts, legal language is concerned with texts instantiating registers as in laws and acts of parliament, constitutions, legally binding agreements and the like. In reporting contexts, legal language is concerned with texts instantiating registers as in police interrogations, statements in evidence, cross-examinations in trials, and so on.
In addition, the study of legal language used in court proceedings deals with ways how legal meanings are produced and interpreted during the trial (Stygall, 1994; Mooney, Knox, & Schacht, 2014) . It is also about ways in which the power relations in the court are realized and negotiated through language use.
Maxims of Conversation
Cooperative principle is a basic underlying assumption to construct meaningful conversation (Grice, 1975b) . It suggests that participants in a communicative exchange are guided by a principle that determines the way in which language is used with maximum efficiency to achieve rational communication. Moreover, Levinson (1983) summarized the cooperative principle as the specification of what participants have to do in order to converse in a maximally efficient, rational, co-operative way. With it, they should speak sincerely, relevantly and clearly, while providing sufficient information. Further, Grice (1975c) formulated guidelines for efficient and effective use of language in conversation and it is known as the maxims of conversation. He introduces quantity, quality, relation and manner as categories of a maxim to which conversation participants ought to behave and the violation of it may result to different implication. Like in the court of law during trials, answers must be in consonance to questions where lawyers asked to witnesses Gibbons (2003) to elicit imperative information.
Forensic Linguistics Analysis
Forensic linguistics is a branch of applied linguistics which uses legal texts as corpora for a study. It is the application of linguistic knowledge, methods and insights to the forensic context of law, language, crime investigation, trial, and judicial procedure. As well, forensic linguistics analysis deals with language in legal matters and responds to legal questions that involve language (Shuy, 1993) . It helps judicial system in the process of conducting investigation into language crimes. It also deals with the analysis in a variety of instances between, language, crime, and law. This includes analysis of courtroom discourse, legal documents, police-citizen interaction, interview techniques in court trial, etc. Legal Documents refer to written legal argument; usually in a format prescribed by the courts, stating the legal reasons for the suit based on statutes, regulations, case precedents, legal texts, and reasoning applied to facts in the particular situation.
Violations on Maxims of Conversation
A number of ways in which the maxims of conversation are violated. And it happens in almost all types of conversation in different fields. Mukaro, Mugari, and Dhumukwa (2013) found in their study in Shona public conversation a violation on maxims of conversation and it was categorized as maxim clash, opting out of a maxim and flouting of maxims. It was also noted that in Shona, speakers show that they are cognizant of the maxims by hedging which shows that they are about to violate a maxim. It probes how the tenets of conversations as proposed by Grice (1975c) are at times not observed without being uninformative or being uncooperative. Certain maxims can be ignored or violated yet speakers remain informative, cooperative and polite. This is also in conformance with Buddharat, Ambele, and Boonsuk (2016) who state that in political debates, cooperative principle is violated. Politicians display uncooperativeness in their communication and they appear untruthful in their conversation by means of violating the conversational maxims. Politicians are being uncooperative. However, the obvious way in which the politician's responses generate implicature is by flouting the maxims, especially that of quantity, quality and relevance whereas the maxim of manner was rarely found. This is why truthfulness, sufficiency or insufficiency of any piece of information cannot be readily understood because politics, most often, requires certain considerations in communicating any piece of information.
This runs parallel with Ilham (2018) which states that in the movie The Ides of March flouting maxims of conversation is observed. The characters employed all flouting maxims types like flouting maxim of quality, quantity, manner, and relation. Some reasons why the characters flout the maxims are to refuse, to hide the information, to persuade, to end up the conversation, to convince, to get attention, to apologize, to show disappointment, to present satire, to show anger, to shift the topic, to deny, to perform a reason, to give information, and to show superiority. Also, Tupan and Natalia (2008) found multiple violations on maxims of conversations in Desperate Housewives film. In violating the maxims, each person has his own reason specifically in lying. Using Grice's Cooperative Principle and Christoffersen's criteria of lying, the findings reveal that violating all maxims was meant to eliminate the interlocutor's chance to respond, violating three maxims was to cover the truth and violating two maxims was to create another lie in the conversation in itself.
Violations on maxims of conversation do not only happen in public conversations (Mukaro et al., 2013) , political debates (Buddharat et al., 2016) , conversations in movies (Ilham, 2018) and (Tupan & Natalia, 2008) but also in case of jokes (Attardo, 1993) . Humor and jokes in itself violate the principle of cooperation (Attardo, 1993) . It was found that the non-cooperative texts such as jokes convey information through their presuppositional basis through metamessages and suppressions of the violation. Attardo (1993) in his study also found that speakers exploit the non-cooperative nature of humor for other communicative purposes.
METHODOLOGY
This qualitative research study employed forensic linguistic analysis in describing violations on conversational maxim in courtroom discourse during proceedings. Forensic linguistic analysis deals with language in legal matters and responds to legal questions that involve language (Shuy, 1993) . This study is subjected to forensic linguistic analysis as it analyzed language in the court with the Transcripts of Stenographic Notes (TSN).
Twenty Transcripts of Stenographic Notes or transcripts of court proceedings from the Regional Trial Court, Kidapawan City were used. As stated by Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (2002) 10 is the minimum number of corpora for linguistic analysis. However in this study, the material is doubled for data saturation. Moreover, Ary et al. (2002) state that the most important characteristic of a sample is its representativeness and not its size. The materials were obtained upon the approval of the letter handed by the researchers and were restricted to criminal cases. The transcripts contain direct examination and cross-examination between interrogators and defendants, and testimonies of witnesses during court trials.
In this study, the data were gathered inside the hall of justice in a form of transcripts which were handed by the stenographer herself after the approval of the Regional Prosecutor. Codes were employed to maintain the confidentiality of the transcripts and for the secrecy of sensitive cases. The researchers themselves photocopied the transcripts inside the prosecutor's office as original transcripts should never be brought outside for secrecy and confidentiality. After gathering the data, the researchers immediately analyzed the transcripts as Coffey and Atkinson (1996) suggested that data collection and analysis are best conducted simultaneously in qualitative research to allow necessary flexibility. Miles and Huberman (1994) data analysis procedure -the data reduction, data display and data verification were employed. For data reduction, statements from the transcripts in which maxims were violated were determined. After which, codes and tags were assigned for simplification. For data display, transcripts which bear violations on maxims were presented along with tags and codes to better grasp the results and findings. The presented data incorporate information that has been extracted from the transcripts of criminal cases into an accessible summary to facilitate later concluding remarks. For conclusion drawing and verification, thick description of research methodology, results and discussion of the study is provided.
Data Analysis Procedure
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Violation on Maxim of Quantity
In court proceedings, maxim of quantity is violated. Maxim of quantity as one of the cooperative principles is concerned in giving the information as it is required. In court proceedings with the victim, the witness and the suspect noticeably violating the maxim of quantity. Consider the statements below for the sample. 
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Statements above describe the violations on maxim of quantity. The first statement with a question, Mr. Witness, how about your companion ******? Was he also arrested at that time? is answered with ****** was able to run away and I was held by the police and I was not able to run. I just said to the police "ay, sir" in which the witness provides more than enough information than what the interrogator is asking. The question only needs a yes or no answer however, the witness has provided long statements with a lot of information which violates the maxim of quantity. The maxim of quantity states that say as much as helpful however, aside from answering the question that his companion was not arrested because he was able to run away, he added the reason why he was arrested and his reaction upon the arrest. Pesos (Php4, 920.00) . The question sought an answer which states the exact amount of money he spent for medication. However, the witness answered that because he is a member of the PHILHEALTH, he did not have to pay the cost. Furthermore, the witness brought in his discussion that he had spent 4920 pesos in buying other medicines therefore violating the maxim of quantity.
This violation on maxim of quantity in court proceedings usually occurs when witnesses have very long statements and when they want to mention other things either to heighten emotion or to fortify their claim in order to win the side of the court. It is common among professional witnesses especially doctors, teachers and businessman. This type of witnesses obviously has a lot to say about something provided with the fact that they are experts in their fields. They tend to expound their statement providing more than enough units of information as they answer the questions asked (Grundy, 2000 The first statement with a question This area, where is this area? is answered with In the lower portion, ma'am in which the witness' answer is less informative. The question asked for the specific name of the place however, the witness described the area saying that it is in the "lower portion". It implies that the necessary information was not answered properly that is why the interrogator had a follow up question, The same goes with the second statement having the question Who planted the corn where the marijuana was taken? is answered with They, Your Honor. The maxim of quantity is not observed as the witness gave a non-specific answer. Instead of pointing out the names of the persons, the witness used the third person pronoun "they" as reference to them. The interrogator then emphasized the question Who are they?. Subsequently, the witness gave the names of the involved person. It is also expected during trials that the witness/defendant states the complete name of the involved person even to the point that they are asked to point the person they are referring to in the court. This is in order to guarantee that that person is really the one who is involved in the case.
In the third statement, the maxim of quantity is violated when the witness did not reveal the complete name of the person involved. This violation on maxim of quantity in court proceedings typically occurs with witnesses who cannot understand English and do not have an educational background. These witnesses find it hard to state their testimonies in English and understand questions stated in English. These types of witnesses commonly use one or two English words and frequently repeat their answers. They have with them their interpreter to translate. Normally when witnesses cannot provide enough information, interrogators have follow-up questions (Grice, 1975d) .
When one provides more or less information than what is required, the conversational maxim of quantity is violated. In other words, if the interrogator needs, let us say, five units of information from the witness, but gets less, or more than the expected number, then the speaker is breaking the maxim of quantity in court trial.
Violation on Maxim of Quality
In court proceedings, maxim of quality is violated. Maxim of quality is concerned with the truthfulness of an individual's statement. That means the speaker should inform the truth and they are not allowed to say what they think false and give the statement that run short of proof, otherwise they will violate the maxim of quality. Violation on maxim of quality usually happens when the witness/defendant refers his/her answer to what other people have to say about it, especially when he/she can no longer provide first-hand information, as shown below. The adverb maybe is used in the sentence which creates the uncertainty of an answer. The witness is doubtful whether it is really the reason why the suspect committed a crime against him. He did not know the exact reason why and that violates the maxim of quality where the witness stated something which he lacks evidence.
Q
In the second statement with the question You have no information of the whereabouts of the accused since he was not in the court? is answered with Some are saying that he is already staying in Davao or in Tagum Your
Honor in which the accused told the court of something he heard from other people Some are saying thus, these statements are considered hearsay -an information heard by one person about another. Hearsay is generally inadmissible as evidence in a court of law because it is based on the reports of others rather than on the personal knowledge of a witness. Moreover, this statement violates the maxim of quality because the accused does not have the evidence to support his claim.
The third statement with the question How did you know that the owner of the land is a resident of Kidapawan City? is answered with I heard from the people, sir.
Since the accused presented hearsay in the court, the interrogator had a follow-up question But you have no evidence to prove that the owner of the land wherein the alleged marijuana was recovered was owned by a person residing in Kidapawan City wherein the accused answered None, sir. From the answer of the accused, it is obvious that he had violated the maxim of quality by admitting that he lacks evidence to support his answer. Violation on maxim of quality happen when a conversation participant says what he or she thinks is false, gives statements that run short of proof and says testimonies heard from other people treating it as his own. Furthermore, Grice (1975b) stated that in the discourse, it is important to say statements one believes to be true and expects the contributions to be genuine and not spurious. The speaker is therefore expected to be sincere and truthful. As in trial court, witnesses are assumed not to say anything that they believe to be false or anything for which they lack evidence. The reason is that if witnesses make false statements, he or she will lose one of the most important social assets a person can have, that is, credibility.
Violation on Maxim of Relation
In court proceedings, maxim of relation is violated. Maxim of relation or maxim of relevance stresses the importance of having answers in relevance with the topic being discussed. Furthermore, it is fulfilled when the speaker gives information that is relevant to the topic. Consider the following statements below. The first statement with the question How many files are there of hollow blocks? is answered with The fence at the side is made of hollow blocks and the frontage is made of steel. Clearly, the interrogator just asked about how many files of hollow blocks there are, wherein the witness is expected to give a number as an answer. However, the witness describes what the fence is made of from the side and in the front. Therefore, this statement violates the maxim of relation with the witness not answering what is asked.
Q
In the second statement with the question Where did you place that? (Referring to the sachet of shabu) is answered with After the operation. Where as a question expects to be answered by a place but instead the witness gave an answer relating to time thus, violates the maxim of relation.
There are times when witnesses not only provide answers which are irrelevant to the questions asked but also irrelevant to the cases they are in. This is perceptible in the third statement with the question What did the parents of ****** do? which is answered with Because his parents asked favor from us so we gave his parents one-half hectares of land and a 400 square meters lot. The answer should be in line with the carnapping case. Here the witness discussed an event where he gave one-half hectare of land instead of providing information about the involvement of the said person in the case. The interrogator then interrupted the witness by saying Just focused on this case.
The fourth statement likewise violated the maxim of relation with the question Who arrested her? is answered with When the items were already known as stolen, then we called the policemen in the outpost because there were policemen before assigned in the outpost. Who as a question should be answered with a name of a person however, the witness described the sequence of the event that happened before the arrest.
The same goes with the fifth statement where the question is answerable by yes or no, but the witness answered Outside police station when he is asked Were you able to meet the CA?. Moreover, instead of answering yes or no, he provided an answer as to where he met the CA.
Violation on maxim of quality happens when witnesses cannot and do not understand English. They do not answer the question and they provide irrelevant answers (Cutting, 2002) . They describe a thing and the sequence of an event instead of providing concrete answer to the questions. Often, witnesses provide answers which are irrelevant to the question asked and thus violate maxim of relation as Grundy (2000) stated that when the speaker gives information that is out of the topic proceeding, maxim of relevance is not fulfilled. Therefore, each of the speakers or hearers must be relevant to the topic of conversation. Otherwise, maxim of relation will be violated in trial court.
Violation on Maxim of Manner
In court proceedings, maxim of manner is violated. Maxim of manner obligates speaker's utterance to be perspicuous which is not to be ambiguous, obscure, or disorderly. Therefore, each participant's contribution should be reasonably direct, that is, it should not be vague, ambiguous or excessively wordy. Consider the following statements below. manager. 1984 up to the present-twenty eight (28) years. The first statement with the question For how many minutes after ****** had an exchanged with ****** were you able to identify that there were police officers? is answered with I do not know whether there were policemen on the standby. While we were going out from the narrow street going to Alim Street that is the time when the policemen came to us. This statement violates the maxim of manner since the answer is stated in a long drawn wherein it could have been stated in a simple manner. The witness has provided the court a glimpse on what had happened first, that they were going out from the narrow street going to Alim Street, before they had realized that there were policemen in the area. The question could have been answered I only knew when there were policemen by the time they have approached us instead of answering the question in a long, narrative way. In addition, maxim of manner is not only violated when a statement is uttered in a long drawn. Violation of this maxim also occurs when the statement is unclear or not specifically stated.
Q
As for the second statement with the question Outside the narrow street. Is that correct? is answered with Already in the street, ma'am wherein the witness' answer is vague. He could have provided a more specific description about the street he is referring to, if it is the main street in Alim, another street found in Alim or the street outside of it. In direct and cross examination, questions are usually answerable by yes or no and the witnesses are encouraged to answer accordingly. The court prompts the witnesses to impart clear and concise responses for it as vital during court trials. However, the third statement violates the maxim of manner since the answer is stated in a long drawn out way where it could have been answered by yes or no. director, manager 1984 up to the present-twenty eight years where the witness discussed the history by saying when KCDOTREMCO was founded, then adding up to the information that he had been an officer from that time on till present and lastly giving the court the response they have asked the witness which is twenty-eight years. The witness could have just briefly answered the question with twenty-eight years and get rid with the introductions.
Violation on maxim of manner usually happens when witnesses respond vaguely to a question and when they state something in a long drawn out way even if they could say it in a simple manner. This maxim is typically violated by witnesses who try to explain the context of the event or thing before finally concluding their answers. As the maxims stand, there may be an overlap, as regards with the length of what one says, between the maxims of quantity and manner. This overlap can be explained by thinking of the maxim of quantity in terms of units of information. In other words, if the listener needs, let us say, five units of information from the speaker, but gets less, or more than the expected number, then the speaker is breaking the maxim of quantity. However, if the speaker gives the five required units of information, but is either too curt or long-winded in conveying them to the listener, then the maxim of manner is broken. The dividing line however, may be rather thin or unclear, and there are times when we may say that both the maxims of quantity and quality are broken by the same factors, as shown in the statement below. In the above statement, the maxim of quantity and manner is violated at the same time. Here, the interrogator asked for one unit of information and that is if the witness had a chance to look on the vouchers (an evidence in this case). It could have been answered by a yes or a no however, the witness took so long to give the exact answer in the court because of the delaying statement The original vouchers, Your Honor, are we are still trying to find out where those voucher were…thus, violating the maxim of manner. Furthermore, the maxim of quantity is violated where there is one required unit of information which is …we have not come across those… however, the witness added another unit of information saying that …those original vouchers, your Honor, were Xeroxed…and…were the ones submitted to this Court. Grice (1975c, p. 46) states that "speaker should be brief and orderly, thus avoiding obscurity and ambiguity in expressions" in conversation" otherwise one will violate maxim of manner. Cutting (2002) further explains that maxim of manner is violated when speakers do not put information briefly and orderly, giving an obscure and ambiguous information to the hearer. Therefore, each participant must give the information directly and reasonably, and it should not be vague, ambiguous or excessive. Speaker should not use words which cannot be comprehended by the listeners. The speaker should also not state something in a long drawn out way if they could say it in a simple manner. This maxim is typically violated by witnesses who try to explain the context of the event or thing before finally concluding their answers, most of these witnesses even try to include their histories and past life experiences regarding the question asked.
CONCLUSION
Maxim violation is the unostentatious, quiet and non-observance of a maxim of conversation. A speaker who violates a maxim is liable to mislead (Grice, 1975c) . Whether one is a practicing professional like doctor, businessman, teacher or one is less educated, in court proceedings, everyone violates a cooperative maxim of conversation. Violating a maxim in court proceedings implies that the message witness in trial courts intends to convey is misleading which results to the questioning attorney a follow up question that leads to further court discussion and long drawn cross examination. It also implies miscommunication within sophisticated trial court proceedings when the witness violates a maxim. Further, violating a maxim explains that the conversation participants are careless and sloppy in understanding the given question thus they can be understood as troubled, baffled and even confused. This study concludes that witnesses regardless of profession violate the cooperative maxim of conversation.
